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es STATEMENT OF THE CASE 


Plaintiffs-appellants George Rios, Eugene Jenkins, 
Eric Lewis and Wylie Rutledge and the members of the classes 
they represent (hereafter "the Rios plaintiffs") appeal from 
an Order (Appendix at 777)+ entered on October 17, 1975, which 


denied back pay to various categories. of persons within the 


plaintiff classes and awarded back pay with certain restrictions 
to others. An Opinion on back pay was rendered by the Honorable 


District of New York, onJune 27, 1975, which is reported at 
400 F.Supp. 988 (A-768, t seq.). The issue of back pay had 
is i pay 


2ecifically reserved for subsequent decision in the dis- 
trict court's Order and Judgment entered on Ji ne 21, 1973 (A-566, 
et seq.) along with an Opinion (A-580, et seq.) (hereafter "Trial 


nation against plaintiffs in violation of their rights under Title 


(hereafter "Title VII"), and which ordered affirmative relief. 
B. Prior Proceedings 


On February 26, 1971, the Rios nlaintiffs filed a 
complaint on behalf of themselves and all others similarly 
situated in the United States District Court for the Southern 


1. Hereafter citations to the Appendix will be in the form 
w Al 
A- ° 


"Rios case") alleging 


defendants Enterprise Asso- 


(hereafter the 


Nason) 
MCA 


reafter ) 


Committee of 


construction unions, appren- 


Dudley B. Bonsal entered Findings of 


Law and an Order granting preliminary reli 
admission of 169 
the Steamfitters' Union 
Findings and Conclusions appear at 
after, the United States case 


severed from the United States case 


the other de*endants and the Rioe 


C+a . ‘ . 
States case we Ss n J Bonsal 


5 through January 2( 973 On 


Judge Bonsal entered an Opinion (A-58 t seq. 


po ak 


and Judgme: (A-566 et seq.) prohibiting further 


ion by the three defendants and requiring affirmative 


f to correct the effects of past discrimina 


indings of discrimination and relief 


by this Court, 


Local 638, 501] 


the Union fr 
court (Index 
pending the resolution of other 
ing the entry of the 


On back pay, appeals were filed by the Rios plaintiffs or 


November 17, 1975 and by plaintiff EEOC on December 9, 
with cross-appeals respectively being filed on November 28, 
1975 and December 17, 1975 by defendant Union. 


After a pre-argument conference at which the issue 


24. Hereafter references to documents assigned a docur'ent 
number in the Index to the Record on Appeal in the Rivus case 


will be in the form "Doc. __. References to documents as- 
Signed a document number in the Index to the Record on Appeal 
in the United States case will be in the form "2877 Doc. . 
References to Exhibits admitted in evidence in the District 


Court will be in the form “Ex. ." 
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Suffolk counties (A-443; 
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A-586 [Trial Opinion]). Members of the A branch of the Union per- 


Farm co > + ‘5 jon a £ : - } 
rorm construction steamfitting; members of the B branch perform 


2 
shop or repair work (A-586 [Trial Opinion]).° Membersh_p 


in the A branch was found to be a substantial aid in obtain- 


ing employment in the steamfitting industrv (A-588 [Trial in- 
ion]). Members of the A branch earned $6.65 per hour in 

1670; +$7.42% cer wou 3 a71_” €e , ‘ a p 
49/0, 9/.i15 per hour in 1971, $8.15 per hour in 1972 and 


$8.81 per hour in January, 1973 at the time of trial. A 


branch members also receive extensive fringe benefits, including 
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unemployment benefits and vacations. 


In 1971 construction steamfitters worked an average of 3.67 
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3. Members of tae A branch have a higher hourly rate of p 
than members of the B branch. Being a member of the A bra 
is a substantial aid in obtaining a job as a construction 
steamfitter in the territorial jurisdiction of the Union and 
is a prerequisite to obtaining job security and preventing 
early layoffs. Another advantage of A branch memLership is 
she greater opportunity for advancement and for earning over- 
(Trial Opinion]). 
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hours per week of overtime (A-591 [Trial Opinion] ) 
rate of $14.13 per hour (double the reqular hourly 


During 1971, the year these actions were filed, 155 


steamfitting indus 


The first non-white was not 


branch until 1967 (A-586-87 [Trial Opinion)). 


year immediately preceding the filing of the Rios 


were twenty-one black and Spanish-surnamed workers 
3827 members of the A branch (A-587 
constituted 0.55: the A branch membership. 
approximately 37.2° f the population of the 
was composed o 
was j 1 di iny substan- 
Union membership, then i 
preliminary relie 
in the United 
admitted in the Rios case (A-106, 


QO 


9%. Many of the steamfitters earning less than these amounts 
were persons working part of the year as a matter of choice 
(A-310). 


10. The district court found on a limited remand of the trial 
Opinion that absent discrimination non-whites would have com- 
prised 26% of the A branch membership. See Rios v. Enterprise 


Association Local 638 of U.A., 400 F.Supp. 983 (S.D.N.Y. 1975). 


Of the non-whites who had been admitted to the A branch at 
t time of trial, three unidentified non-whites 
ere admitted other than through apprenticeship (through 


which five persons were admitted) or civil rights proceed- 
through which one hundred and eighty-three persons were 


admitted), including the preliminary injunctions in the Rios 


] ote : Pe 
and United States cases.1t Thus, eight non-whites, at most, 


were admitted without resort to government compulsion. Five 


these were admitted because they completed the arduous 


were members of the A branch 
se, 157 were admitted under 
4 in the United States case, 
admitted pursuant to agree- 
dad States case (A-1'5, 179-8C). 
admitted to the A branch as 
was filed were entered in 
To arrive atthe correct num- 
apprentices on the list must 
, who was expelled from the 
apprenticeship program, must also be removed from the list. 
Mr. Tober's name appears on the list of "Apprenticeship Can- 
cellations" submitted by the Union (A-898). Mr. Tober's name 
is misspelled "Taher" at A-473. Of the remaining twenty-five, 
twenty were mitted as the result of civil rights proceedings 
(compare the names set out at A-472-4 with the names set out 
in correspondence relating to New York City Commission on Human 
Rights proceedings at A-405-7 and see Laie of two of the 
individuals rolved in those proceedings at A-302-4, 306-7). 
The remaining five were admitted through ‘apprenticeship (compare 
the names set out at A-472-3 with the names a out in the 1964 
list of apprentices at A-40$-11). This accounts for 188 (257 
[Preliminary Injunctions] + 6 [agreement of oaett ies in the 
United States case] + 20 [earlier civil rights proceedings] + 
5 [completed apprenticeship]) of the 191 non-white members in 
L972. It doe 
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18. Black apprentices testified to discrimination against them 
by white steamfitters (A-232, 284-85). During the period from 
1964 to 1971, 6.7% of the white apprentices left the program, 
while 25% of non-whites had dropped out (A-597 [Trial Opinion]). 
This disparity in attrition rates was statistically significant 
at a very high level (Supp. A-782). 
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wit the S-61R and t Oral interview, the district court or- 
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The pattern of excluding non-whites firom participa- 
tior n the construction steamfi ng labor force was alsc 
reflected in the employment practices of industry contractors. 

efendant MCA is a trade association for approximately 6C 
t st im tant of these contractors in the York area 
(A-588-89 [Trial Opinion]). acts as an agent for its mem- 
ers in setting the t and conditions of employment of steam- 
fitters through the negotiation and signing of collective bar- 
jaining agreements with the Union (A-588-89, 614 [Trial Opinion]). 
fod 
T >ourt below found that MCA members the major share 
Sf the steamfitting work force in the Unio urisdiction, and that 
t terms of the collective bargailuung agreement negotiated be- 
tween and the Union prevailed throughout the industry (A-614 
(Trial Opinion]). MCA members did not employ non-white journey- 


men until 1966 (A-412), and did so then only as the result of 
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iid not employ those were not members of the Union or 
given permits by t Union (A-500-01). 
ew York City officials repeatedly placed pressures 
On MCA contractors to employ non-whites (A-122-23 417-29) 
- ) ee Wii -C> 4A a a a4 < je 
the efforts of at least one major City construction-con- 
tracting agency, the New York City Housing and Development 
iministration, wer« prior to the filing of the 
Rios case (A-276). 
In April, 1971, four MCA contractors were denied 
contracts by the New York City Board of Education as a ré t 
9f Federal Contract Compliance Officer and City HDA Officer 
(A-280 recommendations for dis yualification because of too 
few non-whites working on job sites (A-417). nly after 
contract compliance i ifications were brought against 
three non-whites hired (A-280). 
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1966 at the journeyman level (A-122). MCA provid: letters 


~4 4. i) 


of between 14 and 30 non-white workers 


S 
re 
ore rt rt c c 
et u & 1 “ 
rt r ; 4 
i ” + ad be YU ® 
= f « C U .< =~ 
. - t pr ry u 
‘ C ° . $2, Z r+ us £ ; f 
r 4 4 1°) J ¢ + 4 
< U °) qd « U 4 kee dq 
f A C Z .< } b. c 
. t <> : - . > f. rd of " 
4 oS i { he ’ ; C , \ 
am] ‘ : & C GG ! S r \ 
x v n ( a 4 f x 
i i : : 7 e 4 ™ c hy re ( = 
° a > . | C t< ad 4 
r _ 2 ‘ 
. C a) - +4 f : 1 ef r 
mw & Lr @| — E 18! r= a < S) 4 
w C ‘ os a N 0 1e is . f4 
Ww) > + oO. a | ! q ei r a re fa 
c Ad t f + ’ ( + a 2 4 
4 £ d & 4 t C by hy 4 e 
“a ‘ rt ‘ b4 ; + 4 
vii & \ . i ° C u ) 
C C 4 1) C= a 4 f2 C I f . 
wr Cc fn. 4 e P, ¢ 
| < 4+/ 4) Ga Bo 43 t > , 
wa ba a > i] ,| t ( hy 4 ; e 
a n C U hy ~ - dl e ad f c ' 
aS t C +4 | 4 C C i] A 3 
i 4 i U t ; J ‘ J f by ( . 
- uw j w} e| 4 f ( 
aa ¢ | bs r . al Q “ 
i . : C ‘ ° " a" ue) HH C “ 
| ‘ sae 3 
4 - r 4 rs } ud Q = 
g ; C C 4 44 f 4 fy 4 by 
dj ie} 4 1 J y j 4 4 " ss 
r4 a W G4 f 4 f u ke : 
ri G ei 1 4 " > ( 4 ‘ 
GA + by S £ f AQ L 
rj r by 4 C 4 t) t 
2 . . 1 ) . > t rd c c 
f ‘ ) + U | by ™N + C 
4 t q 4 G a Cc = 4 f 4 
oO « 4 ¢ 4 L 4 4 = 2 n j 2 
oO r 4 U { J ; @ ; a ei rw 4 
> > ° c ’ » > > t 
‘ : : ! 3 t \ 
< - 4 ; C ft C = ( d 
4 > tn | ¢ t 4 4 " ( 7 
S U 4 ( ‘ £ j 4 t 4 oe 
“ hu t 4 a . r > 
+ N 4 4 b r wm ( | 
« - - >| } 
f a 4 ‘ 
’ . ‘ 
. . 


DCTIMD NIM 


Denvina Back Pav + 
Denying Back Pay 
Tscriminatior 
> days pri to the issuance of ths t 
court's l1Ssion On back pay, t Supreme Court é 
Albemarle Paper | » 422 U.S. 405 (197 ‘ 
( t decision established the standards ' 

Sst guide the award of ba ae. savce@ Vil ¢ ° 
grounds of ths istrict Court's denial are in direct 
flict witt supreme Court's rulina. 

In Moo the Supreme Court considered istrict 
court's denial of class-wide back pay to remedy scrimi- 
nation lilting from a seniority system and written em - 
ment tests sh, tho neutral in form, shown t have 
a disproportionate and unjustifiable impact on black persons. 
Back pay had been the district court due t "lac 
of ‘evidence of bad faith non-compliance'" with Title VII, 

lief that the defendant would be prejudiced be- 
cause the back payclaim late in the litigation 
and contrary to an earlier representation. 422 U.S. at 410. 
Court held al was in error. 
he the back pay remedy under Title VII 


equitable and therefore discretionary, the Supreme C 


Monoduv empha: i 7 that: 


essing the legislative intent, the Court 
that back pay must be awarded in accordance with the 
objectives of Title VII -- achieving equality of oppo 
nity by removing discriminatory barriers, and making 
whole for injuries suffered on account of unlawful 
discrimination. B pay was integrally related to 
First the “re asonablyv certain cnect F an hack nav 
AtlLotly, Lile i a sai y iS Giik Preece OL a DacKk ray 
A> - A17 ee = aw ; 
422 .Sy at 457. wealad an incentive for se 
tion of legally dubious employment practices, a pra 
. <7 Ths 1 c > £ InH509 + 
‘ ive which the prospect of an injunctive order s 
not h ‘ Second, without compensating the victims 
minatio for the economic injuries which thev have 1 
mination for he economic injuries which they have su 
— : ; : 
el. recognized the applicabi 
the of the courts generally i 
of 
w 7 a it Ps . s . 4 . 9 
Where racial discrimination is concerned, 
3 pa Saas ; ; - 2 
the [district] court has not merely the 
power but the duty to render a decree which 
+4 - £ i a T ton 4 34 
will so far as possible eliminate the dis- 
‘ 5 £ } 
inatory effects of the past as well as 
, 13 imi : : ' 
like discrimination in the future. 
: * lln4 3 ] Ac 
sSiana v. United States, 380 U.S. 145, 
" 
a F 
422 U.S. 2& 428 


for the unlawful 


ees 


the Court held that: 


a 


- Given a finding of unlawful 


dis- 
denied 
if applied gen- 
erally, would not frustrate the central 
statutory purposes of eradicating dis- 
crimination throughout the economy 

ing persons wi 


only for reasons which, 


aawi 


nination, back pay should be 


10le for injuries su 
ered through past discrimination." 


That the district t totally failec 


inciples announced is evident from 


back crimination in 


ticeship program, which it did on the groun 


ndants were registered 


C 


United States and Ne State Departments « 


were adopted by defendants in good faith on the 


tion of experts." (A-770-71 [Opinion]). ~~ 1 Moody the Court 
c = 


rejected good faith as an adequa de- 


22. A second ground given by the district court, that “he 
resulting danage was "speculative," is discussed infra, 


Pp. 23=31. 


B= 
n 


i f. i 
YH cf WV (on & 
aA NS See =) 
le SHO mt 
dw aw OM H YU 


HOUnd POW HY 
0d Q OM m 
WM Yf- CT 
OH AO ‘d O 
WwonWrnA YOU EV 
HS dea] AU 
o Ew wu Ov 
UBb-di CHOU 
Yea A Usd 
- > Odd 
Y9On wy eS 
HwHoowd QA, 169) 
O OfhHA BH WN 
G sh Y» VOY 
> H Med +S 
53 16) 
S 
O 
) 


Ss 
> 


nce 


the 


to 


conseque 


rs) 
6) 
ue) . 
& 00) 
O Yn 
16) s/o 
v 
Wy Wy 
O v 
q4 i @ 
7s G 
“4 V 
S “4 
3 Lie) 
f : G4 
= 
oan a 
; 2) 
O 12) 
WH = 
Ky 
© ue) 
G Vv 
G 
a “4 
uy GS 1 G4 
@ 8) oO 


fense or 


© 


3 
aq 
Ga 


me Cou 


Supre 


S 


to 


- 


himsel 


cer 


9 


the wor 


Fequizre 


mina- 


of discr 


intad 1 

ointedad ou 
¢ 
tox y 


Ww 


st j 
i+ 


, 


Qu 


Hh 


Q 
8 


dy # 
wR O 
O ct PR- 


aA VT+h 


iil 


een 


netic 


s lea 


oa) 


create 


1 


av 


Ara 


aL 


ct 


Qu b- 
m 


The data which rate 
JAC itself >sponse to plaint: 7 
Appendix A). examination results 
to the date of trial revealed that, among tho 
t of the whites, 10.37% of the blacks and 1l. 


d persons achieved passing scores 


: > b 
impact 


was pro- 
interrogatories 
the years 


WY) 


) 


Ss 


+ 


prev 


ne 


Lilt 


10u 


ce 


as 


re 


> 
4 
+ 


IV 


Morec 


d 


9e€ consi 


r 
7; 


ence 


roOonect 


oes 


program 


- 


you 


eye. 


whlic 
pubiic 


d 


r 


Ss 


Ss 


e 


lenge 


ry 
J 


olve 


ssure 


¢ 


3 
le 
@ 
& 
Vv 


on 


nce 


ca) 


The Court 


ice 


noti 


on 


been 


ion 


> + 
atl 


< 


{Lil 


rimin 


1sc 


™ 


progra 


7oO1rneVmM 


+a 
CC 


sses 


oO 


ion, 


t 


pora 


r 


have be 


1 


>centl1 


" ~~ + wl + h; For f ndino =z pattern no Yr Yr: "a of rac » 7 
Ise mir } y IGA - gE 3 ain —— = mines 
] ri ] it1¢ ’ a1 not rrorda certain classes < T T 1tes 
r DARRnArHIIN 4 "ana Wey ‘ rn nre ne Anal "ls moa fAny 
A -~U 4 , A / y r - 4 } Jtid a . 4 
2L » ey w  - 4 Fle hry 4 + ++ victime of # 13 ec 
wd wat on : » 4 nad hu +] Art 7 rFhlie en : $+ 7 
7 nation ind by the court 1nt ; ase are entit 1 tc 
eatmitae z artinity 
The lower court's disnosition sly jiaqnores 
' L 7 " = ms . + be —_ 
4 a ~ ‘ wh Le purr ee of rT t a VII SO Tre rently c FES ‘ 
1h. Crinren 717 i Te r Timer » 
; the ipreme Ourt inA Paper Co. V. , 
Re neon 0 
: ° . 12 ° : > - 
Bs weakens the incentive towards self-elimination of ii 
“> nat rv ft ac z Te +h, Auer court! reaso ae a de a 
n ] f relief were "annlied dqenera ee +here can he no 
] } +h + + 2 roc) + wonla NE ect ent, tha cantral acta +aryv 
pa ~-na ; I ] > WOULC ru cn C 1tra CaTUTOY] 
er . ~ 1 e ¢ a UwrTtT AQ9 7 4 A1 - Or) + £ 
PDurt e C Lea Vidic 824 ° ° C &8Zle AAS urt oOo 
Anna le far +h, Fourt sy “a aod 5 + h co carved ana held a, 
d r I J 17 I rcuit 1a servea inc ieliaa in 
<7 MeT aan Tlyy7 na Co £9 F.3A 298 ie be Poe Be (At+h Cir 1 
an I iz ru Ln Doe IZ 02 ae e €094 3 \4Tfh oo ae 
ofr) 1 Sis “ane a - P = 
Wl ¢ the notion that an employer 
whoa hae r cticed racial discrimination 
Wii 11a 5 Jt a Lt © A a LCA At DU 1 Ai eee te 2 Oe eS Pe! 
n employment m 
wrong inflicted 
recultina wry 
I LTING AY 
foi mea +.) 


ho ~ ™ aj +5 
he computat 


ly involves specu 


have rece 


ones even areat : 


into the hypothet 


—eas 4 — ay 

idemns subtl 

m+ ‘. 4 anc 
ition, and our 

yt crimination 


— $$$ 
a ee - 
ms "ir : 7 
—¢ 
W +1 +} racr "> + nn he lath ak. ,Y tA= —e y con 
4 . i AJ 4 eS diy ZV 
40 @t £353% rated nd remanded the listrict court's de- 
ot ot me re hs 4 king +h, Aynal nrincinilec whic! harty WrOA?Y ~ 1x 
isi = ra jual prin W é a | 
+ ; ; } + P . + y } ~\ mau later nad no A ¢ — weet lay 
a+ + ¢ 7 hey + a + a ~*~ 175 + Dattwa Amar . y Im oS Tr - 
‘ 5 Poe ed ie ia ey aa et ee > eas 
Yr ) tT | -_ + - . 
I é o, 494 <n the ae 61 { Te } : 
"rr r Tatsitethonn. Cc y ba “lL "atr war + + 
> a. a ~ - Ian Ie 7\ mw:hy a | o ° 
principles are lu is: l) unrealistic 
evactitude ie not reamiread ff fantnot, 
~\+ iane 1++oa0 1 ; > incertaint az 
j tion: vee F y nc ainti 
in determining what an employee would 
h ax maaAd Ant fay thea metminatiagr 
nave earneaca put ¢ 11 ¢ r2mination, 
1] he resolved acainst the discrimi- 
na emr Ove Pa [ Fant, +o ast ea eG y 
or i ae an 
a] 
ro O64 i r A Wnts - etA 5A 120 1A + 
See, é . ord N r r l oie , f 
‘ol tT 19075) ret f¢ -art Filed A2 1 t.. w 594 (I : 
4 . A /¢ Lt | hLlLe A A ’ i . . oe Vie ? Oe. 
end te 1076) (N- Pee TT 
oe? a ay, f JD] ‘ . ‘our saws . 
is no sis failure to follo the princir 
in this action once the district court's decision is reversed 
and the members of the class are afforded an opportunity to 
“~ er hheat slaim r + ee » i nmneah4 —_— tha TAC 
rove their claims. As to the apprenticeship proaram, the JA 
r a i | - . ~ yh - ~w, 1 4 | a = “1% ~ ~} 
s a record of all persons who applied and the results ob- 
‘ ‘ ; . P 
by took the written tests (Doc. , Appendix 
rT} q 4 “cL le 7 4 3 - h aw + + } + ; + FL, 
ie district Ourt’'s decision, to the extent that it afi 
en ; 7 = + 1 A tr - — 7 lace — * 
an opportunity to some journeyman members of the lass to prove 
+ , , ~ , - “ oe } + - x 7 oo + 
their back pay claims, properly contemplates that monetary losses 


on 


the basis 


of the A branch during the 
There is no reason to dist 


relevant 


average wages 


period 


StTO 


WY) © 
WY) 
; q 
oH 4 
U ue) 
w 
4 Q 
Q4 Q 
| Cc 
J 
& ) 


ord 
U0 
ae 
¢ | 
4) G 
C 
Yay 4 
O | 
ry 
Yn 
= Q 
( c 
AQ 4) 
= 
Ps C 
= 
1 | 
Ww) W) 
+ 
4 
Q 
- 0 
by 4J 
‘ 
a My 
Yd 0 
U4 4 


uy 


iS 


+ 
= 


mmnaArtian 4 


r 


m4 


rr 


?. 


c 
U 
q 
3 
qd 
t 


ecause they 


discrimina 
f= 


the pecu 


imination 
T 


y + 
_ 

’ - + 
ehaiy 
. 


iré 
nere 


"+ 
er 
’ 
n¢ 
e 
na 


+a 


oF 
Ve 
+. 


Wo 


+ 
L 


us 


to 
7 


co 


| 
t+t+en 
c 3 
qa aae 
ima e 
7 

na 


means of proving back pay cliams w 
existed. Testimonial evidence wa 
Vina the case of discrimination 

nsidered probative i back 1y pre 
on for establishing one standard 
relief and not standard for } 

irt n Moody explicit] stated tha 

, is nothing n t he £ Ce ant t he 
te or in its legisl ve history 

istifies the creation of drastic 
ize U6. Bt 4 
lac of a tten application or 

union's possession should not be a 

+ mT Cc q chris “m1Ies Farina +h-a + 

ial discriminatior n referrals to 
A branc (A-600-03 [Trial 

re be pe ted to present their ij 

k pay th whatever supportive evi 

in the form of ords of non-whit 

pe 6 oe P testimoni 
iscriminatory features of the ind 
victims must also be made 

titled to an opportunity, "one by 

s for back pay." United | Vv. 
on, supra, 520 F.2d = In 


’ LU 
not 
noc 


"speculative" 
174 
wWiee 


an emplo 
Pa nee 
I ral 
4 Ace wh 
—_ ~ + -? 
Eo Gey 
Faniliure 
yearend 
weal ery 
A b> “poten 
ra 
heant a 
a> ‘ e WV 
+ } +144 
Naat Aennaher 
+ ¢ 
106¢ L\ == 
rae 
re 
-riminat 
sa | iat 
vhites a 
non-whi 
en 196 
ok ces 


A 
% 


‘e) 

. 
Sis 
ae 
am | 
roy 
7 
re 
ee 
& 
aA 
A 


~ 
or 


AoA Inc+ wo 
- Ad ile = a — 
ceriminati 
y+ yIM]A+FIAN 
17 ’ 
| 
"y thar, jc 
, Gael Ls 
aia nat h3 
41Q not nil 
x? “ rT } _" 
y tnen bpeca 
e nt ' 
aa +t Ity 
as UT! LL 
nHnecarycsae + 
, Decaus C 
+ wnanaliza 
C enaLlZe 
, plac 
. a Ma AawW 


ie tree: me ee eae 
MCA to refrain 


7 - 
mry)? rt ar 
CcCoulia no 

a's. a 

. ‘ 
mia. ake 
- A GAu sl 
ee 
€ tainly 

nNonewhi 


Ve 

1 
on)" Qn 
Jil] if 


its member 
eq, at mos 


5600 me 


f- 
CO 
i 
imple 
rYnnAceaFf 
+o AKnWY 
ent 


Y 


vo 


+ 


act 
aOnm c 


en ord 
i nr 
- 

. ne 


v) 
e “J 
t+rruyt 


em— 
som 


» MCA 


r 
criminatory 


hroudh 
liOoreove 


Mt 


de 


+ % 
hak 
Vai L 


ro 


2 


/ C 


Dor 
} 


ng 


iti 


g 


£ 
© 


rnevn 


] 


C 


3) 

~ 
Hp 
OW 
WH 

WY) 
a 
 Q, 
“ier 
on =) 
‘di 
Qo 
Le) 
4 
ri 


£ 


scussion oO 


7 
a. 


d 


pers 


nt. of 


acs 


itlemen 


eration 


iS 


OD 


LOL 


$ 
C 
+ 
C 
7 
‘ 
+ 
£ 
C 
C 


Ee 


canane 


ary 


Secret 


Siti Gkk 


oyment 


4 
alle 


ot 


1p 


Likud 


c ere a 


C 


1 


a 


( 
4 
b 


4 


ee 


ord 
© 
wd 


Aa 
Defendar 


Wea 


+ 


ve 


tneanti”y 
Oo incentl 


il 


| ‘ 
q C mn pa | 
’ i < C C a | 
G4 ( 4 : 4 ft: Hi 
( =} G N = W) Q ) © | 2 
ed uy eo 4J £ a oO 
> + : ¢ ie U C r+) Ww} 
M4 6) a f qj i c p © | 
q ingel ra . t ( C Ps C f s 
ws > +) P t = v G 
6) “4 re a > q ° 
O Po v) i cS G4 Q : > 
E & ¢ aod Y O 
S) ci 49) 4 ; 4 hy Ww 
8) AQ | qd Q ov 
C My rt 0) G = = ~ 
$9] G 4 q Ct Re 3 fe) rie} 
ot “4 Ww { 4) a G ms 


© — w pa 1 S W 
=: i) O O 4 ea] . G 
= rH > 8 v Q = “di 
re Qa ( on 4 1 Dy fo Te; 
) O 4 ( & + +) 
( 1 a . U a Cc e) 
= + O +) . q | SS ce) , ~ 
ro ce i E SS. 5 c : > 
vt & O GS 08] 1) ice +) +) > 8} ~ 
‘ 4 O 4 a f rer My “a Du : 
f @ & + U ie) a C =f 
ic . he oF hy r oh, | 
j tH q + 3 re. f 9) r OU ad 
t v) & Gq € 
d : J c ie 3 uv Q| 


4 q + J C io : 4 MW W} 
rt C O) “4 q 4) i?) 
MH + 4 44 : TG 4 G4 uv 
C dq ( Hae rd a ue) 
i: * ion « 5 7 s 
q 4 q a u rH 2 
O G4 Ce E 4 u Q O 
ed C e “ed 19} + oka CG ct oO - 
P pw { 4H C 
Qa “4 3) C 4 t O = Oo a] UO “+ + 
‘ « ~~ o v “ V <t j 
U “ 119) i | cd ue) | ‘ 
Q, 24 4 “4 * Bm Q c oe = N ba 
a a a yp we : 5 ( | 4 . ~ un S| 
5 t qd Q “_ ) +} <t fry . M4 O 
{ . re qd 4 ; wo ps | > ~ i) 
\ - C ( a f. + | ae ; } r Pm - 
( re 1 ‘ a) a) a] N N ¢ ) 
4 o < < hy 4 4 uw) rH 
eq ( cS me g w} = a4 = 
t " “A ' L oO 4 - . 
4 | © qt uM > | > C Ww] =) +| o| 
* "a Jj K a 4 O} c 
4 + v1 Quy : i ; ( mS 7 O| YQ se 
° ° 


mo w| 7 a a ry 
| “ - “ 
= + 1 4) oy C S 
e | = + } A q | - by f 
i 44 5 | , ) AQ ct S rt se) 
i c 4710] 4 4J > ‘ ra 
> ° c C Hil am f oO a 4 ™N 
20 wb j 19} “re £ by ( : 4 oF t™ 
Q 4+ b . 4 a C 4 on c 
i fan! | 4 G + t ( he 4J r- 
1oe . 4 dq f f +a f “4 re) 
I OW 4 1 rt jr C . re ‘ C 
— 0 * t ef . | 4 rf U) AQ . r S x © 
Ss ¢ be x oY} C hy 4G oO _ r ae 
er eicee Q, 4 ; c QO, n 4J — 
( ) ¢ od : | 2 W) Gq GS @ 4 
t . r 18] t 
+ q ‘ by f v | W) + q Oo é ¢ C 
wml bd; ¢ OQ. Q4 4 hy ; og 4 rt 
‘ vO Gd qt Qy f wo 4 ° = { v 
. " Y4 © ; G C % + aan | =) 4 
Af DN £ | + rt r a) bey ¢ C © 
f x UW) ‘ £2 b | oH ( C rf Le] 
¢ an) - rd rt 4 ‘ ’ 
f | r 
ri + 4 S cS S| q 3 | Q t { l 
- r4 “ed f r is) ce .: » = 
= ¢ . “4 . 4 ri ( 4 
* t . | . 
' . £ > U es | l oa tome] f hy 4 
° am Comm! 
r L + “s ;&) | 4 I Q b U 
f f2, + f B}O} WV) hy 1a} 0 > P by 4 
<r . {) A) ' ; “ 
, ont a « J { } b ° N y 
1 ord eri eed ‘ ad J Q, }4) | 4 f c t 4 
’ r | : 
+ by | | . t+ 4 
} ¢ WV) a] wu : 5 ba . 
VuaA OG G 2 a8 | H + 7 f 4 ) ¢ 
> ) ont md ’ ) C 
on $4 G ( O G A ky 1] ; @ 1 c 
C G4 C t ried) hy q Q C 4 : s) 
, ‘ ‘ A 4 | > 
4 t c C c c | 4 t oid , Tv 
¢ ¢ t ( U 14) C 4 by f 4 + ( 
= J- 4 e) a, ca jr] C } { 4 43 
Y ¢ fog $ + M4 c Md oe | ‘set | { Ho f Ww ~ 
Ra Oh 5 ¢ q © ~ ¢ }41C 4 £ C ¢ 3 4 Wy 
be by Sf me Ga | } | 4 ( C oO 4J a 
Sed 4 l d £1 ¢ c f 
t i ‘ > 4 4 4 >| 
by | 
- oh : 4 | cc]? F ¢ f ; ~ 
A | | + ¢ 
pea) r i 
. $ 
M4 + f 
¢ rt i J f bu 
‘ r f G ¥ 4 


, ‘ ™ ¢ +h, 4 tho ‘ y 4 + Ane ’ + 
] 4 L. I ¥ ¢ he 
| { Yr Sd , ] @| 
- + “Anc oY + ; =} ore A t . . 7NNNa . 
— + Ls 4 ‘ ~ + + r 7 Ar he + £ » £ 7 — 
° Ve be — FP ae | aii i 7", 4 7 
‘ y +7 ° 171, +} ner 7 ni 7 4 4 . 
4 - < , + i a . 
7 F ° 1 ’ l 1 4 ; 
‘. aa . 1 _ ’ c 57 o41 aie 
A J er 221 ire Ae | ’ 1 il l . 
. - 
. r ¥ 7 ¥ “+ +,7> | 7 * - r “ 
, oP ee! LJ l che overnment 
+ 7 277 3 - ~4 — , +- + +a + 
i I , le er } a 

+ , i a a te a 3 + ’ + + - - a 7 . . ’ ¥ 

u @) 2 raed i i ¢ i] DI ~ tC) | 
Th, ‘ bits g 7 - ‘ inna 
na + , mhyranew -_ »4 Rite Af Tin ey ne Aft 

— ——— + — SmAstertiAua > owe — 7 aaine+ 

ld if) i if) LNGaLIVIaual oe I l AL a gain L 

/ ana Tia = 107 ¢.7¢ +7 rarnte r enar * 

’ | ina in Zi, i / WOU re ver LO iny 
irino + 2+ period yc y YoOCc + nF [omy . y 1+ 10NnN 
law euch a norenn h 1 5a wial 2 7A) Af artinan 
s a ¥¥ . = - I ~* ai ~AGCa\a - i ed ‘ . < . =P iction 
10d ¢ t meé 
ley Hh ef+ric WYr+ tial -ta! + - +b hae 
LY » Stric urt proviaea tc tor pu oses 

+ hac navy TG eocriminat} n > | ad heair 
ba iy, aiscrimination Lf ea to Legin 
‘ ++ Fixvac+ urhitktoa mHlican+ fer } tsabke , 
I iD t Wh1 TE it LLcCan Lor Dersnipd was 


Moodv 
MOOAY , 


one” SS 


decisions 


a? 
emp 


udil 


NILRRB 


WIND 


Supreme Court 


The Court's cpl i its action was that unemployment 


venefits were collateral benefits which the employe 


he Court further explained that by its d 


+ 
cL 


4 


reievan 


ye 
Ae 


+ 
Comm 


uppo 
k 


FEennt 
ing 
al 


sHHOe 
b 


4a 


Ay 
aur 
< 


+ 
L 


d 


ss 
om 7 
ndus 


a 


« 
7 


ie) 
uy VU 
ro) > 


award. 
} 5 
il 
How 
1a 


pranc 


e 
ion 


. 4 
- 
= 


lica 


WJ 


aArthor 


noanti 


aANnY 


vTH17 remeant 
quirement 


lation 


4QL 


ments were f 


ive years 


g and pefitting indus 


| oe oe SO AAD 


al Ovinion] ) 


- 


i 


ttorney 


HA 


